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ABSTRACT 
 
Stephanie D. Shreve: Teacher Self-Efficacy and the Social Skill Development of Included 
Students with Special Needs in the General Classroom Setting. 
(Under the direction of Judith Meece) 
 
Students with special needs increasingly are educated in the general classroom.  
Research suggests that teachers in the general education classroom often do not feel prepared 
to instruct students with special needs in their classrooms.  This study used data from 2,961 
students in Wave 2 of the Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study (SEELS), 
collected by the U.S. Department of Education.  Students in the sample were 7 to 14 years 
old and diagnosed with a variety of disabilities and included in the general classroom setting 
as part of their Language Arts instruction.  This study examined the effects of teacher self-
efficacy on the social skill development of students with special needs, and whether 
academic achievement mediated the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student 
social skill development.  Teacher self-efficacy, mediated by academic achievement, was 
found to predict student social skill development.  Implications for future research and 
educational practice are discussed.   
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I.  INTRODUCTION AND RATIONALE 
This chapter provides a brief overview of issues related to the inclusion of children 
with special needs in the general classroom setting.  This review considers students 
diagnosed with a variety of disability types and with varying degrees of severity and is meant 
to give an overview of a complex and often controversial topic.  The first section presents a 
history of inclusion, debates about the effectiveness of inclusion, and potential barriers faced 
by included students with special needs in the general classroom setting.  The second section 
describes the research questions posed by this study.   
Inclusive Practices in the General Classroom Setting 
 Classroom teachers are becoming increasingly responsible for educating children 
with special needs as more children diagnosed with disabilities are being taught in an 
inclusive classroom environment. According to the U.S. Department of Education (2002), 
approximately 96% of children with disabilities are being educated in the general education 
school setting. Almost half of students with disabilities are being educated in the general 
education classroom for most of the school day.  That is, they are being educated in the 
general education classroom for at least 80% of the school day (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2002).  Approximately 11% of the students between the ages of 6 and 13 enrolled 
in school received special education services in the 1999-2000 school year (U.S. Department 
of Education, 2002). 
 The inclusion of children with special needs in the general education classroom 
requires that schools serve students with diagnosed disabilities in the least restrictive 
2environment possible in accordance with the Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act 
(IDEA, 2004, PL 108-44).  Rather than being pulled out of the classroom all day, students 
should be served as much as possible in the general education classroom through adaptations 
in that environment to suit their special needs.  Inclusion increases the responsibility of 
classroom teachers in the education and development of children with diverse educational 
needs in their classrooms.  For example, all students diagnosed with a disability are provided 
with an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) designed to meet their specific learning goals.  
As such, classroom teachers participate in the IEP planning and process, and have a 
responsibility to address the specific needs of each child with disabilities in their classroom, 
as well as meeting the needs of the typically developing children in their classrooms.  
 The inclusion of children with special needs in the classroom requires adapting the 
environment to the needs of the students so that all students are seen as an equal part of the 
classroom learning community (Avaramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000).  Effective inclusive 
classrooms must meet the needs of all of the children in the class – those with and without 
diagnosed disabilities (Flem, Moen, & Gudmundsdotter, 2004).  Teachers are responsible for 
promoting both academic and social development in their classrooms and making the 
necessary adaptations in the environment to meet the developmental needs of all of their 
students (Flem, et al., 2004).  
Historically, there has been a debate about the effectiveness and appropriateness of 
inclusive practices.  In the 1980s, researchers and educational specialists began calling for a 
restructuring of the special education system in schools as part of the Regular Education 
Initiative (REI) (Bender, Vail, & Scott, 1995; Kavale & Forness, 2000; Semmel, Abernathy, 
Butera, & Lesar, 1991).  During this time, most schools were using a “pull-out” strategy in 
3which students with special needs were removed from the general education classroom for 
instruction.  Researchers began to push for a system that combines the general education and 
special education systems, allowing more children with special needs to be educated in the 
general classroom with their peers (Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg, 1986; Semmel, et al., 
1991).   
Vaughn, Elbaum, and Schumm (1996) note that there is disagreement over the 
effectiveness of including children with special needs in the general classroom setting.  
Included children with special needs face several potential barriers to their success in the 
classroom.  These barriers, as discussed below, include potential difficulties with their 
academic success, social integration, and the attitudes and preparation of teachers to meet the 
students’ needs in the general classroom setting. 
The first barrier concerns the academic achievement of included students with special 
needs in the general classroom.  Research has shown that many of these students struggle 
academically in the general classroom setting (U.S. Department of Education, SEELS 
Survey, 2001).  Often, students with disabilities do not progress in elementary and middle 
school along with their same age peers; they tend to be held back at least once or begin their 
school experiences later than their peers (SEELS Survey, 2001).  According to a survey from 
the U.S. Department of Education “parents report that 26 percent of elementary and middle 
school students with disabilities have been retained in grade” (SEELS Survey, 2001, p. 53) at 
some point during their academic careers. 
A second potential barrier that included students with special needs may face in the 
general classroom relates to the social integration of these children among their classmates. 
One of the greatest benefits of inclusion is the opportunity for included children with special 
4needs to further their social development through interacting with others (Downing & 
Eichinger, 2003).  Exposure to typically developing peers allows children with disabilities, 
particularly those with social skills deficits, to learn appropriate interactions through the 
observation and imitation of their more socially adept peers (Cooper, Griffith, & Filer, 1999).  
 The inclusion of children with special needs in the general education classroom 
setting can enhance not only included children’s social skill development, but also their level 
of acceptance by their peers and classmates (Cooper, et al., 1999).  
 Early studies suggested that included students with mild disabilities tend to be less 
socially accepted by their typically developing classmates than their peers (e.g. Taylor, 
Asher, & Williams, 1987). Some teachers worry that inclusion may not have positive effects 
on the social development of the included children - other children may see the label or 
certain behaviors as a barrier in creating friendships (Semmel, et al., 1991).  However, more 
recent studies have indicated that included students with special needs function socially as 
well as, if not better than, their peers who are educated outside the general classroom setting 
(Vaughn, et al., 1996).  While they may begin the year with fewer reciprocal friendships, 
over time included students show dramatic increases in the number of reciprocal friendships 
with classmates (Vaughn et al., 1996). According to a study conducted by Weiner and Tardif 
(2004), included students with special needs fare better socially in terms of their social skill 
development, quality of friendship formation, feelings of loneliness and self-perceptions than 
their peers who are educated outside the general classroom setting. By having more 
opportuninities for social interactions, students with special needs have an opportunity to 
develop their own social skills.   
5The third potential barrier these children face concerns teachers’ attitudes and preparation for 
teaching children with special needs in inclusive classrooms.  Historically, opponents of the 
REI contended that many teachers react negatively toward the idea because they believe that 
the educational needs of children with disabilities could not be met in the general classroom 
(Bender, et al., 1995, Larrivee & Cook, 1979).   
Previous research suggests that general education teachers often do not feel 
adequately trained and prepared to meet the academic and social needs of children with 
special needs in the classroom setting (Buell, Hallam , & Gamel-McCormick, 1999; Scruggs  
& Mastropieri, 1996; Semmel, et al., 1991; Vaughn , & Schumm, 1995; Tapasak , & 
Walther-Thomas, 1999). As a result of a perceived lack of preparation, many classroom 
teachers often are not confident in their abilities to adapt the classroom environment to suit 
the needs of children with special needs, which may influence their beliefs about whether the 
needs of these students can be met in the general classroom setting (Buell, et al., 1999; 
Semmel, et al., 1991; Vaughn & Schumm, 1995).  
 One of the most influential factors contributing to teacher attitudes about inclusion is 
the teachers’ past experiences and training (Hoy & Spero, 2005).  Reasons for some teachers’ 
negative attitudes toward inclusion tend to stem from a perceived lack of teacher training. 
For example, Larrivee and Cook (1979) demonstrated that the amount of coursework, 
knowledge of effective inclusive strategies, and degree of previous success with children 
with special needs all influenced current teacher perceptions about inclusion.  Specifically, 
teachers who believe they are prepared to meet the needs of included students tend to view 
inclusion in a more positive light than teachers who feel they lack the necessary skills to 
effectively adapt the classroom environment to meet the academic and social needs of each 
6student.  In this way, teacher attitudes about inclusion are closely tied to teacher self-efficacy 
about teaching children with special needs in their classrooms (Larrivee & Cook, 1979).  
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of teacher self-efficacy and 
student academic achievement on the social skill development of included children with 
special needs.   
For the purpose of this study, teacher self-efficacy was defined as teachers’ reported 
beliefs in their own abilities to adapt the environment to meet the needs of the students in 
their classrooms (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).  Previous research has shown that teacher self-
efficacy has an important impact on teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion, as well as teachers’ 
instructional practices and ability to adapt the classroom environment to meet the needs of 
included children with special needs in their classrooms (Jordan & Stanovich, 2004; Poulou, 
2005; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).  The specific questions addressed in this study were: 
(1) Does the child’s disability type impact the level of teacher self-efficacy for 
teaching that child? 
(2) Does teacher self-efficacy have a direct influence on the social skill development 
of children with special needs in inclusive classrooms? 
(3) Does teacher self-efficacy have an indirect influence on the social skill 
development of children with special needs in inclusive classrooms through its impact on 
student academic achievement?
II.  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 This chapter provides a brief overview of research concerning teacher self-efficacy.  
The first section describes teacher self-efficacy and factors that influence the level of self-
efficacy reported by teachers.  The second section discusses the factors influencing teacher 
self-efficacy as it relates to the children with special needs in their classrooms. The final 
sections of this chapter provide background information concerning student academic and 
social development as it relates to teacher self-efficacy, and outline the hypotheses of this 
study. 
Teacher Self-Efficacy 
 The focus of this study was the impact of teacher self-efficacy.  Self-efficacy stems 
from Albert Bandura’s social cognitive theory.  Bandura (1997) defines self-efficacy as 
“beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to 
produce given attainments” (p. 3).  According to social learning theory, self-efficacy beliefs 
influence the motivation that people have for completing tasks.  If a person perceives that the 
outcome of an activity will be negative, they are less likely to engage in that activity, while 
they are more likely to engage in activities in which they anticipate positive outcomes; this is 
referred to as outcome expectancy (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2003). 
 People tend to put more effort into tasks in which they believe they will be successful 
than they do for those in which they anticipate failure; in this way perceptions influence the 
actual outcomes.  As shown in Figure 2.1, a teacher’s efficacy and outcome expectations 
directly impact the effort and actions the teacher will take in preparation for teaching the 
8children with special needs in his or her classroom.   By having more positive expectations, 
the teacher is likely to put more effort into implementing successful inclusion strategies 
which, in turn, will promote positive academic and social outcomes for the students. 
 
9Figure 2.1.  Bandura’s Self-Efficacy as a Mediator of Performance and Achievement by Teachers in Inclusive 
Classrooms (adapted from Driscoll, 2000, p. 311) 
 
Efficacy expectations  Outcome expectations 
(“I have the skills and  (“Getting help from  
practice I need to teach   other teachers with more 
children with special  experience will help me.”) 
needs.”) 
 
Effort       Actions   Outcome 
 
(e.g. talking with more  (e.g.  students learn 
 experienced teachers, taking academic and social 
 classes, collaborating with  skills; successful 
 parents, using other successful  inclusion) 
 inclusion strategies) 
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Bandura’s theory asserts that self-efficacy is not a fixed trait, but constantly changes 
with experience (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2003).  Specifically, the theory outlines four main 
sources of information that can influence self-efficacy beliefs: enactive mastery experiences, 
vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological states [see Figure 2.2]. 
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Figure 2.2.  Bandura’s Sources of Self-Efficacy 
 
Enactive 
Mastery 
Experiences 
Vicarious 
Experiences 
Verbal 
Persuasion 
Physiological 
States 
Self-efficacy  
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Enactive mastery experiences refer to the person’s past experiences with similar 
situations and are the most influential factor in self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2003).  
In the case of teaching, the perceived success or failures during a teacher’s previous 
experience with children influences the teacher’s perceptions of their abilities to successfully 
interact with children in the future.   
Vicarious experiences refer to a person’s observation of another person in a similar 
situation.  If the observed person succeeds at a task, the observer may identify with that 
person and then believe that they, too, can complete the task successfully.  A new teacher 
may observe the veteran teacher using effective strategies for adapting the classroom 
environment and, in turn, believe that they can adapt their own classroom in a similar 
manner.   
Verbal persuasion refers to the presence of others to encourage a person and convince 
them that they are capable of completing a task.  A veteran teacher may encourage a new 
teacher who is struggling with teaching certain students by providing advice or guidance 
based on their own experiences.   
Lastly, self-efficacy can be influenced by physiological states, meaning a “gut 
feeling” about whether a task will result in success or failure.  A new teacher often is nervous 
entering into a new teaching experience, but again, a veteran teacher may be able to soothe 
them by talking about their own fears when they began teaching 
Bandura’s social cognitive theory of self-efficacy has been applied to research on  
teaching.  According to the theory, teachers who have a higher sense of self-efficacy about 
their teaching will put more effort into their teaching, and thus are more likely to experience 
positive outcomes than those with a lower sense of self-efficacy.  Consistent with Bandura’s 
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theory, teacher self-efficacy is influenced by previous experience, either of the teacher or of 
other teachers through vicarious experiences, and by possible support in the social 
environment of the teacher.   
 Gibson and Dembo (1984) developed a scale to assess teacher self-efficacy.  They 
found that teacher self-efficacy consists of two factors: teaching efficacy and personal 
efficacy.  Teaching efficacy (TE) refers to the belief that teachers can overcome obstacles to 
learning that the students might face that are unrelated to the teacher, such as a learning 
disability (Tournaki & Podell, 2005).  Personal efficacy (PE) refers the teacher’s beliefs that 
they can personally make a difference in the student’s learning (Tournaki & Podell, 2005).  
Both facets of self-efficacy may impact teacher beliefs and student learning in the inclusive 
classroom. The influences on teacher self-efficacy as it relates to teaching children with 
special needs in an inclusive setting are discussed in the following section. 
 While many instruments have been developed to measure teacher self-efficacy, few 
have examined teacher self-efficacy specifically for instructing children with special needs.  
One such scale, Working with Diverse Students: The General Educator’s Perspective, was 
created by Brownell and Pajares (1999).  This survey was created using modified versions of 
scales developed and validated to measure teacher self-efficacy from previous research 
(Bandura, 1993; Billingsley, Pyecha, Smith-Davis, Murray, & Hendricks, 1995; Morvant & 
Gersten, 1991; Rozenholtz, 1989). 
Factors Influencing Teachers’ Self-Efficacy as Related to Included Students  
with Special Needs 
 In the context of an inclusive classroom, teacher self-efficacy is the belief that 
teachers hold about their own abilities to educate children with special needs in their 
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classrooms (Buell, et al., 1999). 
 Research has shown many teachers lack confidence in their abilities to teach students 
with special needs in their inclusive classrooms (Bender, et al.,1995; Buell, et al., 1999; 
Jordan & Stanovich, 2004; Poulou, 2005; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).  Research has shown 
several factors that influence teacher self-efficacy and teacher attitudes toward inclusive 
practices.  These factors include the previous training and experience, perceived support from 
the school environment, and the type and severity of disability of the included students.  Each 
of these sources of influence on teacher self-efficacy is briefly described below. 
 First, previous research has shown that teacher training and experience impact teacher 
attitudes and feelings about inclusion. One indication of teachers’ lack of self-efficacy for 
teaching children with special needs in their classrooms is teachers’ reported lack of 
confidence in their abilities to meet the requirements and goals set forth by the students’ 
Individual Education Plan (IEP) (Avramidis, et al., 2000).  Preservice training which 
instructs teachers on the needs of students with disabilities, necessary curriculum adaptations, 
and behavior management techniques have been found to be particularly helpful in increasing 
teacher confidence and self-efficacy (Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Buell, et al., 1999).  
Potentially, by having increased exposure to professional knowledge, teachers can begin to 
feel more confidence with their own classroom practices. 
 A second factor contributing to sense of self-efficacy that teachers hold about 
educating children with special needs in their classrooms involves a sense of a supportive 
community within the school environment.  Teachers who perceive that there is more 
support, from other teachers and principals, tend to have a higher sense of self-efficacy in 
their own classrooms (Brownell & Pajares, 1996).  
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Finally, a third factor that may impact teacher attitudes and self-efficacy about 
inclusion is the type and severity of the disability with which the student is diagnosed.  
Specifically, teachers tend to report having more positive attitudes about teaching students 
with physical disabilities rather than those with emotional or behavioral disabilities (Soodak, 
Podell, & Lehman, 1998).  Williams and Algozzine (1979) posit that this is a result of 
teachers’ perceptions that students with physical disabilities or milder disabilities require 
fewer adaptations in curriculum and the general classroom environment than students 
diagnosed with other or more severe disabilities, and are therefore easier to include in the 
general classroom. 
However, given the broad spectrum of disabilities that a teacher might encounter in 
an inclusive classroom, more research is needed to address the impact of a child’s disability 
type on teacher attitudes and the level of teacher self-efficacy the teacher feels about teaching 
a child with a diagnosed disability.  Several studies have examined teachers’ attitudes about 
teaching included children with learning disabilities (Asher, & Williams, 1987; Gresham & 
Elliott, 1989; Taylor, Vaughn, Elbaum, & Schumm, 1996; Weiner & Tardif, 2004), but 
research spanning a more complete range of disabilities is rare.  More research is needed to 
examine the impact of student disability type on teacher self-efficacy across a broader 
spectrum of disabilities with which students are diagnosed in inclusive classrooms. 
The Influence of Teacher Self-Efficacy on Students with Special Needs 
Teacher self-efficacy impacts the classroom experiences of students.  One of the most 
reliable predictors of student outcomes and teacher practices is the teacher’s own self-
efficacy (Jordan & Stanovich, 2004; Poulou, 2005; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). Teacher self-
efficacy may be especially influential to the developmental outcomes of children with special 
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needs.  Teachers with higher self-efficacy and better outcome expectancy may be more 
willing to include children with special needs in their classes because they believe that they 
have the ability and the skills to educate these children academically and socially (Podell & 
Soodak, 1993). Additionally, teachers who believe they can successfully adapt the general 
classroom environment to meet the needs of students with disabilities, according to social 
learning theory, will invest more time and energy into planning and implementing effective 
strategies for inclusion and, by extension, will have more success in their classrooms 
(Bender, et al., 1995; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004). 
In addition to being more willing to teach children with special needs, teachers with a 
higher sense of self-efficacy tend to be more effective in teaching students with special needs 
than teachers with lower self-efficacy.  Researchers have found that teachers’ beliefs about 
their own teaching efficacy impact their selection of strategies for instructing students with 
special needs (Bender, et al., 1995; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004).  In fact, teachers who 
possess a higher self-efficacy about teaching included students tend to report the use of 
effective inclusion strategies, such as individualizing instruction, peer tutoring, and varying 
the level of instruction, more consistently than teachers who have lower efficacy beliefs 
(Bender, et al., 1995; Jordan & Stanovich, 2004; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004). 
 Children with disabilities who have teachers with a lower self-efficacy for teaching 
children with special needs may experience more negative outcomes than those whose 
teachers have a higher sense of self-efficacy.  Specifically, Vaughn, Elbaum, and Schumm 
(1996) posit that teachers who do not have the extensive experience and knowledge of 
successful intensive interventions for included students will not be able to adapt the 
environment successfully to meet the developmental needs of these students.   
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Furthermore, Podell and Soodak (1993) found that teachers who possess a lower 
sense of self-efficacy are more likely to refer students with special needs to special education 
rather than general classroom education.  Teachers with lower expectations of student 
potential may put less effort into adapting the environment because, having low efficacy, 
they do not believe that they can effect change in the learning outcomes of their students 
(Sachs, 1988).   Generally, researchers have found a strong positive relationship between a 
teacher’s overall understanding of, and attitudes about, inclusion and the belief that teachers’ 
actions can influence student outcomes (Buell, et al., 1999).  
Teacher Self-Efficacy and Student Academic Development 
 Teacher self-efficacy is one of the most reliable predictors of student academic 
success for typically developing children (Brenner, Beaudoin, Kinder, & Mooney, 2005; 
Goddard, 2001; Moore & Esselman, 1992; Ross, Hogaboam-Gray, & Gray, 2003; Tracz & 
Gibson, 1986; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).  Even after controlling for the effects of prior 
achievement and demographic characteristics of students, Goddard (2001) found that teacher 
efficacy is positively related to student academic achievement.  Teacher self-efficacy also is 
related to outcomes in several specific areas of academic learning, including mathematics 
and literacy skills (Brenner, et al., 2005; Moore & Esselman, 1992; Tracz & Gibson, 1986).  
Generally, teachers with a greater sense of self-efficacy tend to have students who perform 
better academically.   
Additionally, research has demonstrated that a reciprocal relationship exists between 
teacher efficacy and student academic achievement (Ross, et al., 2003).  As students perform 
better academically, teachers feel more self-efficacy in teaching, which in turn, continues the 
cycle of increasing teacher efficacy and student learning. 
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While this pattern has been shown in the general education literature, less is known 
about the impact of teacher self-efficacy on the academic and social outcomes of students 
with special needs in the inclusive classroom environment.  Brownell and Pajares (1996) note 
that few studies “have examined the relationship between general education teachers’ 
efficacy beliefs and outcomes related to instructing students with disabilities” (p. 11) in their 
classrooms.  To extend previous research, the current study examines the relationship 
between teacher self-efficacy the developmental outcomes of with special needs in inclusive 
classrooms. 
Student Academic and Social Development 
Another related area in which research is needed involves the effects of teacher self-
efficacy on the social skill development of children with special needs in the inclusive 
classroom setting.  Research suggests that teachers play a large role in modeling the 
acceptance of children with special needs and can determine the nature of interactions 
between themselves and their included students as well as among all students in the class 
(Tapasak & Walther-Thomas, 1999).   In classrooms with teachers who have been identified 
as effective and accepting of children with special needs, the children with special needs 
show the same levels of peer acceptance as their classmates (Vaughn, McIntosh, Schumm, 
Haager, & Callwood, 1993).  It is likely that teacher self-efficacy concerning their abilities to 
teach children with special needs impacts the teacher’s efforts to integrate students socially in 
the classroom setting. 
Furthermore, research suggests that there is an important link between student social 
skill development and student academic development.  Children’s academic skill 
development and their social skill development often are closely related (Kutnick & Kington, 
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2003; Malecki & Elliot, 2002; Wentzel, 1993). Research has demonstrated that social 
behaviors in the classroom predict academic achievement (Malecki & Elliot, 2002; Wentzel, 
1993).  Brenner et al. (2005) have found that most children who have social adjustment 
problems also experience problems in academic areas, such as reading skills.  Traditionally, 
children with special needs were thought to experience anxiety at performing tasks and hold 
lower expectations of their own performances due to past academic struggles, which also 
may extend to their perceptions of their own social abilities (Taylor, et al., 1987). 
If included students are, in fact, struggling academically as research suggests (SEELS 
Survey, 2001), it follows that they also may be struggling in their social skills development 
and relationships with their peers. By extension, as academic and social competencies are 
highly related, a teachers’ sense of efficacy is likely to influence children’s social integration 
into the general education classroom setting. Given the association between teacher self-
efficacy and student academic skill development, as well as the association between student 
academic and social skill development, there is reason to suggest an important link between 
student social skill development and teacher self-efficacy.   
While there is a large body of research concerning teacher self-efficacy and the 
development of student academic skills, there is a gap in the research concerning teacher 
self-efficacy and the social skill development of the included children with special needs in 
their classrooms. 
In summary, teacher self-efficacy has been shown to have a direct impact on the 
development of student academic skills for typically developing children (Brenner, et al., 
2005; Goddard, 2001; Moore & Esselman, 1992; Ross, et al., 2003; Tracz & Gibson, 1986; 
Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).  To extend previous research, the current study examined the 
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relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student academic development in children 
with special needs in inclusive classrooms.  Given that student academic and social skill 
development are related (Brenner et al., 2005; Malecki & Elliot, 2002; Wentzel, 1993), it was 
hypothesized that teacher self-efficacy also would impact the development of social skills in 
children with special needs in the general classroom setting through its influence on the 
academic achievement of the students.  Additionally, consistent with previous research 
(Soodak, et al., 1998), the type of disability with which the student is diagnosed was 
hypothesized to impact the overall self-efficacy of the general education classroom teachers. 
 
III. METHOD 
Overview of the Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study 
Data in Wave 2 of the Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study (SEELS) 
database were used to examine the research questions guiding this study.  SEELS is 
conducted by SRI International and Westat, and is sponsored by the Office of Special 
Education Programs in the U.S. Department of Education.  The data were collected as part of 
the evaluation process of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1997 (IDEA). 
 SEELS began in 1999 and data have been collected each year on the same students 
since that time.  The data collection will be completed in 2006 for all waves.  This study 
considered only data previously collected and publicly available from Wave 2 of SEELS, 
which was the most recently completed and publicly available dataset from this study. 
 The advantages of SEELS dataset are that it is a large, nationally representative 
sample of a population of students that are often difficult to access.  Data can be generalized 
to the full range of students receiving special education services in the U.S., as well as to 
students within each disability category and age. 
Participants 
For the purpose of this study, an included child was defined as a child identified by a 
school district as being part of the special education system that is included in the general 
education classroom as part of their Language Arts class.  Students were selected to 
participate in SEELS through a process beginning with the selection of school districts based 
on their geographic region, size, and socioeconomic status. Once the districts agreed to 
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participate, they submitted a list of their special education students, along with the date of 
birth and disability classification of each child. From this list, a stratified random sample of 
students was drawn based on their disability category and asked to participate.  A total of 
9,180 students were included in the final Wave 2 dataset released by SEELS. All students 
were between the ages of 6 and 12 at the onset of data collection.  
After excluding cases with missing data on the variables of interest, the final dataset 
for this study was comprised of 2,961 students.  More explanation of the sample attrition is 
provided in the Procedures section. 
Sample Participants 
 Demographic information was provided for the students and teachers participating in 
SEELS.  The demographic information for the 2,961 students in this study, including gender, 
age, grade, ethnicity and family income, is provided in Table 3.1.  The sample of students 
included in this study is similar to the overall population of SEELS Wave 2 participants in 
the proportions of students from each gender, age, grade, ethnicity and family income 
category.  Demographic information about the participants in all of Wave 2 of SEELS is 
provided in Appendix A. 
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Table 3.1.  Demographic Information for Student Participants 
Note. Totals may vary due to missing data.   
* Other includes Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, as well as students identified as being 
of more than one ethnicity 
 
SEELS created 12 primary disability categories used in sample selection and data 
collection.  For the purpose of analysis, these categories were grouped into four large groups 
based on the type of disability: developmental disability, physical disability, social/emotional 
disability, and students classified as having multiple disabilities [see Table 3.2]. 
 
Variable Frequency Percent of Sample 
Male 1949 65.8 % Gender 
 Female 1012 34.2 % 
7 – 9 years 501 16.9 % 
10 – 12 years 1410 47.6 % 
Age 
13 – 14 years 1050 35.5 % 
1st – 3rd grade 409 13.8 % 
4th – 5th grade 930 31.8 % 
6th grade and above 1552 52.4 % 
Grade 
Ungraded 69 2.3 % 
White 2085 70.4 % 
African American 476 16.1 % 
Hispanic 321 10.8% 
Ethnicity 
Other* 78 2.6 % 
$25,000 and Under 832 28.1 % 
$25,001 to $50,000 846 28.6 % 
Family Income 
Over $50,000 1229 41.5 % 
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Table 3.2.  Disability Category Frequency and Percent 
Disability Category Specific Disability Frequency Percent of Sample 
Learning Disability 330 11.1 % 
Mental Retardation 244 8.2 % 
Developmental 
Total Developmental 
 
574 19.4 % 
Speech Impairment 261 8.8 % 
Hearing Impairment 373 12.6 % 
Visual Impairment 220 7.4 % 
Orthopedic Impairment 333 11.2 % 
Other Health Impairment 338 11.4 % 
Traumatic Brain Injury 89 3.0 % 
Deaf/Blindness 9 0.3 % 
Physical 
Total Physical 
 
1623 54.8 % 
Emotional Disturbance 236 8.0 % 
Autism 351 11.9 % 
Social/Emotional 
Total Social/Emotional 
 
587 19.8 % 
Multiple Disabilities Total Multiple Disabilities 177 6.0 % 
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The SEELS survey asked teachers to provide information about themselves, including 
ethnicity, years of teaching experience, and years of teaching children with special needs, and 
the highest level of education attained [for demographic information about teachers see Table 
3.3].  It also included a set of items assessing teachers’ beliefs about their own teaching 
abilities. 
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Table 3.3.  Teacher Demographic Information  
 Variable Frequency Percent of Teachers 
White 2497 84.3 % 
African American 206 7.0 % 
Hispanic 129 4.4 % 
Ethnicity 
Other* 83 2.8 % 
0 – 5 years 839 28.8 % 
6 – 10 years 579 19.9 % 
11 – 15 years 419 14.3 % 
16 – 20 years 368 12.7% 
21 – 25 years 320 11.0 % 
26 – 30 years 274 9.4 % 
Years of Teaching 
More than 30 years 115 3.9 % 
0 – 5 years 1010 34.8 % 
6 – 10 years 620 21.3 % 
11 – 15 years 434 15.0 % 
16 – 20 years 338 11.6 % 
21 – 25 years 258 8.9 % 
26 – 30 years 183 6.3 % 
Years of Teaching 
Students with Special 
Needs 
More than 30 years 61 2.1 % 
High School diploma 11 0.4 % 
Associate’s degree 6 0.2 % 
Bachelor’s degree 743 25.1 % 
Bachelor’s + 1 year 836 28.2 % 
Master’s degree 1093 36.9 % 
Ed. Spec.  192 6.5 % 
Doctoral degree 17 0.6 % 
Highest Level of 
Education Attained 
Other degree 47 1.6 % 
Note. Totals may vary due to missing data. 
* Other ethnicity includes Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, as well as students identified 
as being of more than one ethnicity. 
 
27
Measures 
SEELS data were collected using a teacher survey, school program survey given to 
the school personnel, school characteristics survey given to the principal, parent 
interview/survey and direct assessment of the children.  This study used information from the 
teacher survey and parent interviews.   
Teacher surveys were administered to Language Arts teachers by mail between 
March and August of 2002.  In Wave 2 of data collection, 5,733 completed teacher surveys, 
out of 9,775 who were eligible, were returned for a 59% response rate.  According to the 
SEELS conceptual framework, Language Arts instruction is one of the experiences that is of 
critical importance in the development of students with special needs; in these classes 
students acquire critical communication skills in an environment that is relatively easily 
adaptable to meet the instructional needs of children with disabilities (SEELS, 2003).  
Language Arts teachers are most knowledgeable about the development of their students in 
the Language Arts programs, so they are the teachers who can best speak to the current 
development of the children with special needs in their classrooms (SEELS, 2003). 
Teachers who teach included children in their Language Arts classrooms were given a 
survey about students’ classroom experiences, social adjustment, and educational progress.  
Teachers also were asked to rate their own perceptions of their ability to instruct students 
with disabilities in their classroom.  Data from the teachers’ responses were analyzed.   
Teacher Self-Efficacy 
A series of 12 questions related to teacher self-efficacy were identified from the 
teacher survey.  A principle components analysis revealed that these questions represent two 
factors measured by the teacher self-efficacy questions – one concerning general teaching 
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efficacy, the other concerning teacher self-efficacy about teaching children with special 
needs.  The questions concerning general teaching efficacy were identified by SEELS as 
measures of teachers’ perceptions of their own teaching abilities in the classroom.  Those 
concerning teaching children with special needs were used in an exploratory analysis as there 
were no questions identified by SEELS to measure teacher self-efficacy specifically for 
instructing children with special needs in their classrooms.  Students with data missing for 
more than half of the questions related to teacher self-efficacy were excluded from the 
analysis.  [See Appendix B for SEELS questions] 
General Teaching Efficacy.  A total of ten questions measured general teaching 
efficacy [for correlations among items see Table 3.4].  These 5-point Likert scale items asked 
teachers to rate their own abilities to complete each task on a scale of 1 (needs improvement) 
to 5 (fully competent).  Tasks included: the teacher’s perceived competence in motivating 
students, adapting materials, using technology, teaching reading skills, teaching Language 
Arts, monitoring student progress, managing student behavior, collaborating with other 
professionals, working with parents and competence in dealing with matters of cultural 
diversity.  These questions were combined to create a general teaching efficacy composite 
ranging from 1 to 5 by calculating a mean score for each case (Alpha = .86).  
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Table 3.4. Intercorrelations Between Items Relating to General Teaching Efficacy
Item F11a F11b F11c F11d F11e F11f F11g F11h F11i F11j
F11a: Motivating
students
-
F11b: Using
technology
.294 -
F11c: Adapting
materials
.441 .254 -
F11d: Teaching
reading skills
.442 .216 .472 -
F11e: Teaching
language arts
.447 .215 .411 .637 -
F11f: Monitoring
progress
.490 .253 .493 .513 .593 -
F11g: Managing
behavior
.553 .249 .404 .416 .457 .542 -
F11h: Collaborating
with others
.399 .247 .319 .334 .428 .500 .442 -
F11i: Working with
parents
.474 .213 .417 .362 .401 .514 .483 .575 -
F11j: Cultural
diversity
.381 .280 .301 .309 .344 .386 .344 .448 .470 -
Note. All correlations significant at p<.05
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Special Needs Teaching Efficacy. The remaining two questions, used as part of an 
exploratory analysis, were related to the teachers’ perceptions of their abilities to teach 
students with special needs in their classrooms [for correlations see Table 3.5].  Teachers 
rated on a 4-point Likert scale (Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree) whether 
they felt they were given sufficient support to teach students with special needs and whether 
they felt adequately trained to teach students with special needs. These questions were 
combined to create a special needs teaching efficacy composite ranging from 1 to 4 by 
calculating a mean score for each case (Alpha = .64).  This item was reverse scored to align 
with the general teaching efficacy composite measure.   
 
Table 3.5.  Intercorrelations Between Items Relating to Special Needs Teaching Efficacy 
 
Item 
 
F12a 
 
F12b 
F12a: Given support 
needed to teach students 
with special needs 
 
-
F12b:  Have adequate 
training to teach students 
with special needs 
 
.473 
 
-
Note.  All correlations significant at p<.05 
 
These items were similar to items used in previous research to measure teacher self-
efficacy for instructing students with special needs.  For example, Brownell and Pajares 
(1999) developed a survey instrument entitled Working with Diverse Students: The General 
Educator’s Perspective which included items to assess teachers’ perceptions of the support 
they receive in their school environment (i.e. “My building administrator supports general 
educators in mainstreaming students with disabilities” and “My building administrator assists 
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general educators in successfully including students with disabilities in the mainstream”) 
which appear to be related to the first item used by this study to assess special needs teaching 
efficacy.  Other items from Brownell and Pajares’ scale asks teachers to rate their perceived 
quality of their preservice experiences (i.e. “From participating in university coursework, I 
have the ability to adapt instruction for students with disabilities”) as well as their 
participation in staff development programs which may be related to the second item used in 
the exploratory analysis of special needs teaching efficacy.  
Student Academic Achievement 
Student grades in Language Arts, also as reported in the teacher surveys, were used as 
a measure of student academic achievement. Teachers were asked to report the grades that 
the child typically receives in their Language Arts class [See Appendix A for survey 
question].  Teachers could select from nine grade categories ranging from “Mostly As” to 
“Mostly Fs,” or from a qualitative scale ranging from “Excellent” to “Failing.”  For the 
purpose of analysis and so that all student grades could be included in the dataset, the nine 
grade categories and qualitative categories were combined into four grade categories as 
shown in Table 3.6 below.  The categories of “needs improvement,” “satisfactory,” or 
“passing” were not included in the analysis because they did not correspond easily with a 
letter grade category (SEELS, 2003). 
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Table 3.6.  Student Composite Grades in Final Dataset and Corresponding Component Grade Categories 
Final Grade Composite 
 
Original Grade Categories Qualitative Grades 
Mostly As and Bs Mostly As/Mostly As and Bs Excellent 
Mostly Bs and Cs Mostly Bs/Mostly Bs and Cs Good 
Mostly Cs and Ds Mostly Cs/Mostly Cs and Ds Fair 
Mostly Ds and Fs Mostly Ds/Mostly Ds and 
Fs/Mostly Fs 
Poor/Unsatisfactory/Failing
From Appendix A of SEELS documentation (2003) 
 
This variable was reverse scored to match the direction of the teacher self-efficacy 
composite scores (i.e. higher scores indicate higher grades).  Grades were used for the 
purpose of this study rather than a more standardized measure of achievement because of the 
nature of the teacher and student relationship and the characteristics of the children with 
disabilities.  Children with disabilities may, or may not, perform well on standardized tests 
depending on the type of disability with which they are diagnosed.  Teachers in the 
classroom will have a broader understanding of the student’s progress and overall skills and 
knowledge based on continual interactions with the student than perhaps a standardized 
measure given on one occasion could provide.  Students who were missing data on academic 
achievement were excluded from analysis. 
Student Social Skill Development  
Parent interviews were conducted using a Computer-assisted telephone interview 
(CATI) and were completed between April and July of 2002 in Wave 2.  A total of 7,126 
interviews were completed out of a total of 9,475 eligible participants, for a response rate of 
75%.  To be eligible to participate, at least one parent in the household was required to speak 
either English or Spanish, and have an accurate address and phone number on file with the 
SEELS survey administrators.  The SEELS framework states that parents are most 
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knowledgeable about their children’s nonschool experiences and development and play a 
crucial role in the children’s outcomes, so parents were surveyed on these aspects of their 
children’s lives (SEELS, 2003).  
Specifically of interest to this study, parents were asked about the social skill 
development of their child with special needs. Parents rated the frequency with which their 
child engages in certain behaviors by selecting “Never,” “Sometimes,” or “Very often.”  The 
behaviors of interest include: how often the student joins groups without being told, makes 
friends easily, ends disagreements with respondent calmly, seems confident in social 
situations, avoids situations that are likely to result in trouble, starts conversations rather than 
waiting for others to start, receives criticism well, controls temper with arguing with other 
children, keeps working at something until he/she is finished, speaks in an appropriate tone at 
home, and cooperates with family members without being asked to do so [for correlations see 
Table 3.7].  To create an overall social skills composite score ranging from 0 to 2, the mean 
score was calculated for each student (Alpha = .77).  The overall mean social skill composite 
score was 1.25 (SD = .37).  Students missing data for more than half of the eleven questions  
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Table 3. 7. Intercorrelations Between Items Relating to Social Skill Development
Item 1a 1b 1c 1d 1e 1f 1g 1h 1i 1j 1k
1a: Joins groups without being told -
1b: Makes friends easily .380 -
1c: Ends disagreements calmly .156 .190 -
1d: Confident in social situation .393 .553 .198 -
1e: Avoids situations likely to result in
trouble
.103 .166 .292 .175 -
1f: Starts conversations .303 .336 .129 .395 .084 -
1g: Receives criticism well .194 .236 .311 .234 .232 .181 -
1h: Controls temper .179 .246 .358 .227 .355 .152 .398 -
1i: Keeps working until finished .142 .174 .229 .202 .205 .116 .213 .280 -
1j: Speaks in appropriate tone at home .109 .194 .268 .239 .239 .152 .222 .298 .213 -
1k: Cooperates with family members .139 .227 .323 .273 .273 .140 .294 .319 .305 .370 -
Note. All correlations significant at p<.01
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Analysis Procedure 
 Before analysis, the final sample dataset was created by combining the variables of 
interest from separate survey datasets by merging the variables of interest from the teacher 
surveys and parent interviews from Wave 2 of SEELS.  Data were matched based on the 
student identification number provided with each case.  
 Upon examining the data for patterns of missing data, many of the students could not 
be considered as part of the analysis due to the amount of data that was missing about them 
[see Appendix C for more information concerning sample attrition].  Students who were 
missing data on the variable for academic achievement were excluded first.  Secondly, from 
those remaining, students who were missing more than half of the questions related to social 
skill development were excluded from the dataset.  Lastly, students who were missing more 
than half of the questions for each type of teacher self-efficacy were excluded.  The final 
dataset contained 2,961 students. 
 Scales were created to measure student social skill development, general teaching 
efficacy, special needs teaching efficacy and student academic achievement as discussed in 
the previous section. 
Teacher efficacy also was examined as a function of the disability category for the 
students.  As mentioned previously, the 12 disability categories created by SEELS were 
combined into four major categories for the purpose of analysis: developmental, physical, 
social/emotional and multiple disabilities.  Contrasts were conducted using dummy coding 
and regression to determine whether the child’s disability category was related to teacher 
self-efficacy.   
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The independent variable, teacher self-efficacy, was correlated with a measure of 
student social skills development as described previously.  General teaching efficacy and 
special needs teaching efficacy were analyzed separately as they represent different 
constructs.  A mediating variable also was tested, to determine whether the student’s 
academic achievement mediates the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student 
social skill development. 
Baron and Kenny (1986) define a mediator variable as one through which the 
independent variable affects the dependent variable.  They note three criteria that must be 
met in order for a variable to be considered a mediating variable.  First, the variability in the 
independent variable must account for significant variability in the mediator.  In this case, 
variation in teacher efficacy must account for variation in the academic skill outcomes for 
students [See Figure 3.1].   
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Figure 3.1.  Model of the Relationship Between Teacher Self-Efficacy and Student Social Skill Development 
with Mediating Effects of Student Academic Achievement 
 
Teacher Self-
Efficacy 
Student 
Academic 
Achievement 
Student Social 
Skill 
Development 
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The second criterion is that the mediator accounts for significant variability in the 
dependent variable.  In other words, variations in academic skills should account for 
variations in the social skills outcomes. 
Lastly, when controlling for the variability between the independent variable and the 
mediator, as well as the variability between the mediator and the dependent variable, the 
strength of the relationship between the independent and dependent variables is reduced.  
When controlling for variation in teacher efficacy and academic skills and between academic 
and social skills, there should be no significant relationship between teacher efficacy and 
social skills outcomes. 
Baron and Kenny (1986) suggest three steps for analysis to test whether a variable 
acts as a mediator.  First, regressing the mediator, academic skills, on the independent 
variable, teacher self-efficacy.  Second regressing the dependent variable, social skills 
outcomes, on the independent variable, teacher self-efficacy.  Lastly, regressing the 
dependent variable, social skills, on both the independent variable and mediator, the teacher 
efficacy and student academic skills.  This procedure was completed for both general 
teaching efficacy and special needs teaching efficacy. 
IV. RESULTS 
 Analyses were completed for each of the questions posed by this study.  Descriptive 
statistics for the full sample on each of the measures used are described below, and then in 
the following sections, the analyses conducted for each research question are addressed 
separately. 
Student Social Skill Development 
 Student social skill development, as described previously, was measured by creating a 
composite score, by calculating the mean, from 11 questions based on the parent’s report of 
student social behaviors.  The composite score ranged from 0 to 2, with a higher score 
indicating that the parents reported a greater frequency of positive social behaviors.  The 
overall mean social skill composite score for students in the sample was 1.25 (SD = .37).   
 Social skill development was computed for each of the four disability categories as 
well.  The means, standard deviations, minimum, and maximum scores observed for each 
category are shown in Table 4.1.   
 
Table 4.1.  Student Social Skill Composite Scores by Disability Category 
Disability Category Mean SD Minimum Maximum N 
Developmental 1.29 .34 .09 2.00 574 
Physical 1.31 .36 .00 2.00 1623 
Social/Emotional 1.07 .36 .00 2.00 587 
Multiple 1.20 .39 .00 2.00 177 
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Overall, students diagnosed with a physical disability tended to receive higher social 
skills composite scores than students diagnosed with other disabilities, while students 
diagnosed with social/emotional disabilities tended to have the lowest social skills composite 
scores. 
Student Academic Achievement 
As mentioned previously, student academic achievement was measured by the 
teachers’ reports of student grades in the Language Arts classrooms.  About two-fifths of the 
students were reported as receiving mostly Bs and Cs, and about a quarter were reported as 
receiving mostly As and Bs or mostly Cs and Ds.  The distribution of student grades for all 
students in the sample is provided in Table 4.2. 
Table 4.2.  Distribution of Student Grades in Language Arts 
Grades Frequency Percent of Sample 
Mostly As and Bs 868 29.3 % 
Mostly Bs and Cs 1231 41.6 % 
Mostly Cs and Ds 709 23.9 % 
Mostly Ds and Fs 153 5.2 % 
Teacher Self-Efficacy 
A principle components analysis indicated that the SEELS questions related to 
teacher self-efficacy represented two factors: general teaching efficacy and special needs 
teaching efficacy.   
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The composite score for general teaching efficacy, as described in the previous 
chapter, was comprised of 10 items, each scored on a 5-point Likert scale with a rating of 5 
indicating that the teacher felt fully competent, and a 1 indicating that the teacher felt that 
they needed improvement in their teaching related to that item.  The mean score for all 
participants in the sample was 4.38 (SD = .49), indicating that overall, the teachers reported a 
high level of general teaching efficacy. 
 The composite score for special needs teaching efficacy was composed of two items.  
Each item was scored on a 4-point Likert scale on which teachers rated the strength with 
which they agreed or disagreed with statements about their teaching of children with special 
needs in their classrooms.  As mentioned previously, this item was reverse scored to align 
with the items for general teaching efficacy.  As a result of the reverse scoring, a 1 
represented that teachers strongly disagreed with an item, while a 4 represented that teachers 
strongly agreed with an item.  The mean score for all teachers was 3.14 (SD = .67) indicating 
that overall teachers felt a high sense of self-efficacy for teaching children with special needs 
in their classrooms. 
Question 1:   
 The first question addressed by this study was whether teacher self-efficacy differs 
according to the type of disability with which a student is diagnosed.  
General Teaching Efficacy.  An ANOVA procedure followed by multiple contrasts 
was used to compare the teacher self-efficacy for each disability category.  Teachers tended 
to have a higher sense of general teaching efficacy about their abilities to teach children 
diagnosed with multiple disabilities than those in the other groups (for descriptive statistics, 
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see Table 4.3).  There was no significant difference in general teaching efficacy for teaching 
children in the social/emotional, physical, or developmental disability groups.  
 
Table 4.3.  General Teaching Efficacy by Student Disability Category 
 
Note. Scale ranges from 1 to 5 points 
 
Special Needs Teaching Efficacy.  Teachers tended to report a greater sense of special 
needs teaching efficacy for teaching children diagnosed with multiple disabilities (see Table 
4.4).  There was no difference between the level of efficacy for teaching children with 
developmental or social/emotional disabilities.  Teachers tended to report less efficacy for 
teaching students with physical disabilities that those in the other disability categories. 
 
N Mean SD Median Minimum Maximum 
Developmental 574 4.33 .50 4.40 2.70 5.00 
Physical 1623 4.37 .50 4.50 1.00 5.00 
Social/Emotional 587 4.38 .47 4.50 2.20 5.00 
Multiple 177 4.47 .41 4.60 3.20 5.00 
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Table 4.4.  Special Needs Teaching Efficacy by Student Disability Category 
 N Mean SD Median Minimum Maximum 
Developmental 574 3.17 .62 3.00 1.00 4.00 
Physical 1623 3.09 .68 3.00 1.00 4.00 
Social/Emotional 587 3.16 .68 3.00 1.00 4.00 
Multiple 177 3.29 .69 3.50 1.00 4.00 
Note.  Scale ranges from 1 to 4 points 
 
Question 2 and 3:   
 The second and third questions addressed by this study concern the effects of teacher 
self-efficacy and student social skill development.  Additionally, the possible mediating 
effects of student academic achievement were examined. 
General Teaching Efficacy.  As suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986), the mediating 
effects of academic achievement on the relation between teacher self-efficacy and the social 
skill development of included students with special needs were tested, first for general 
teaching efficacy and then for special needs teaching efficacy.  An alpha of .05 was used in 
all statistical analyses.   
 First the suspected mediator, academic achievement, was regressed on the 
independent variable, general teaching efficacy.  General teaching efficacy and academic 
skills were found to be related (R2 = .002, F(1,  2959) = 6.44, p = .011).  The regression 
equation for the relation between general teaching efficacy and academic skills was: 
 
AcademicAchievement =  2.59 + .08GeneralEfficacy 
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Secondly, the dependent variable, student social skill development, was regressed on 
the independent variable, general teaching efficacy.  General teaching efficacy and student 
social skills were positively associated (R2 = .001, F(1, 2959) = 3.92, p = .048).  When scores 
on general teaching efficacy were higher, student social skill development also tended to be 
higher.  The regression equation for this relation was:  
 
SocialComposite = 1.13 + .03GeneralEfficacy 
 Lastly, the dependent variable, student social skills, was regressed on both the 
independent variable and the suspected mediating variable, the teacher efficacy and student 
academic skills, respectively.  General teaching efficacy and academic skills together 
predicted student social skills (R2 = .020, F(2, 2958) = 29.62, p < .001).  The regression 
equation for the relationship among these three variables was: 
 
SocialComposite =1.13 + .03GeneralEfficacy + .06AcademicAchievement 
 
However, when student academic skills were entered into the equation, the relation 
between general teaching efficacy and student social skill development was no longer 
significant (Beta = .030, t  = 1.65, p = .099).  The relationship between student academic and 
social skills was still significant (Beta = .135, t = 7.433, p < .001).  According to Baron and 
Kenny (1986), this finding indicated that academic achievement did, in fact, act as a 
mediating variable in the relationship between general teaching efficacy and student social 
skill development.  
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Special Needs Teaching Efficacy.  The relationship between special needs teaching 
efficacy and student social skill development also was examined.  The same procedure as 
described above for general teaching efficacy was completed for special needs teaching 
efficacy. 
 First, academic achievement was regressed on special needs teaching efficacy.  There 
was a significant positive relationship between special needs teaching efficacy and student 
academic achievement (R2 = .006, F(1, 2950) = 18.65, p < .001).  There was a positive 
association between teacher self-efficacy for teaching students with special needs and the 
students’ grades.  The regression equation for the relationship between special needs teaching 
efficacy and academic achievement was:  
 
AcademicAchievement = 2.63 +.10SpecialEfficacy 
 
Student social skills scores were then regressed on special needs teaching efficacy.  
There was not a significant relationship between special needs teaching efficacy and student 
social skill development (R2 = .001, F(1, 2950) = 2.33, p = .127).  This finding indicates that 
the self-efficacy that teachers report about teaching included students with special needs was 
not related to the student’s overall social skill development and this model does not meet the 
requirements of a mediation model as proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986). 
 There was a significant relationship between special needs teaching efficacy, 
academic achievement and student social skill development (R2 = .02, F(2, 2949) = 30.29, p
< .001).  This finding indicated that 2% of the variation in social skill development could be 
attributed to the effects of special needs teaching efficacy (Beta = -.04, t  = -2.14, p = .03) 
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and academic achievement (Beta = .14, t  = 7.63, p < .001) combined.  However, as there was 
not a significant relationship between special needs teaching efficacy and social skills, it 
could be assumed that most of the variation could be attributed to variation in student 
academic achievement. 
Academic Achievement and Social Skill Development.  The relation between student 
academic achievement and social skill development also was examined.  There was a 
significant relationship between student social skills and academic achievement (R2 = .02,
F(1, 2959) = 56.482, p < .001).  Specifically, there was a positive association between 
academic achievement and social skill development.  The regression equation for this 
relationship was: 
 
SocialComposite = 1.08 + .06AcademicAchievement  
 
In summary, teachers tended to have a higher sense of general teaching efficacy and 
special needs teaching efficacy for instructing students diagnosed with multiple disabilities 
than students diagnosed with other types of disabilities.  Additionally, general teaching 
efficacy was found to predict student social skill development and this relationship was 
mediated by student academic achievement.  Special needs teaching efficacy was not found 
to predict student social skill development. 
 
V.  DISCUSSION 
The goal of this study was to examine the relation between teacher self-efficacy and 
the social skill development of included children with special needs.   This study used a large 
database that is representative of students with special needs who are included in the general 
classroom setting for their Language Arts education.  These students are generally difficult to 
access in large numbers, a problem that is especially troubling when comparing different 
types of diagnosed disabilities.  The findings of each of the research questions, limitations of 
the present study, implications of the findings for practice and future research are discussed. 
Major Findings 
 (1)  Does the child’s disability type impact the level of teacher self-efficacy for 
teaching that child? 
 One of the greatest benefits to using the SEELS dataset to examine teacher self-
efficacy was the possibility of examining two types of teacher self-efficacy: general teaching 
efficacy and efficacy specific to children with special needs. 
 Teachers tended to have a higher sense of general teaching efficacy and special needs 
teaching efficacy about their abilities to teach children diagnosed with multiple disabilities 
than those diagnosed with physical, developmental, or social/emotional disabilities.  
Teachers tended to feel less special needs teaching efficacy for teaching students with 
physical disabilities that those in the other disability categories. 
These findings disagree with previous research indicating that teachers have a greater 
sense of self-efficacy for instructing students with physical disabilities rather than those with 
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social or emotional disabilities (Soodak, et al., 1998).  According to previous research, this 
discrepancy could be explained by teachers’ perceptions that students with physical 
disabilities require fewer adaptations in the curriculum than students with other types of 
disabilities (Algozzine, 1979).  This study did not confirm the previous findings, and instead 
showed that teachers tended to have a greater sense of self-efficacy for instructing students 
with multiple disabilities.  However, a similar logic could be applied to explain these 
findings.  It is possible that students with multiple disabilities, perhaps having been identified 
earlier due to more severe symptoms, may arrive in the classroom with existing adaptations 
as part of their IEP or those designed by other professionals, whereas those with behavioral 
or social/emotional disabilities may not have had adaptations in the past, and teachers may 
not believe they are capable of meeting the needs of these students without support from 
other professionals.   
(2)  Does teacher self-efficacy have a direct influence on the social skill development 
of children with special needs in inclusive classrooms? And (3) Does teacher self-efficacy 
have an indirect influence on the social skill development of children with special needs in 
inclusive classrooms through its impact on student academic achievement? 
 A weak association was found between student social skill development and general 
teaching efficacy.  Variations in general teaching efficacy alone could explain less than 1% 
of the variation in student social skill development.  However, this relationship was mediated 
by the students’ academic achievement.  General teaching efficacy and student academic 
achievement together predicted 2% of the variation in student social skill development.  
Analysis from this study concurs with the findings from the literature indicating that student 
academic achievement is related to student social skill development (Malecki & Elliot, 2002; 
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Wentzel, 1993).  Specifically, variations in academic achievement explained 1.9% of the 
variations in student social skill development.  Students who perform better academically 
also demonstrate higher social skills functioning.  Also in line with previous research, 
general teaching efficacy and academic skills also are related, with general teaching efficacy 
explaining less than 1% of the variation in academic achievement (Goddard, 2001).  So while 
student social skill development can be predicted from general teaching efficacy, academic 
achievement is the link between these two variables.   
Special needs teaching efficacy alone did not predict student social skill development.  
However, in combination with student academic achievement, special needs teaching 
efficacy predicted student social skill functioning.  This indicated that changes in social skill 
functioning can be attributed to academic skills or the combination between academic 
achievement and special needs teaching efficacy rather than to special needs teaching 
efficacy alone.  Variation in academic achievement alone explained less than 1% of the 
variation in social skill development.  However, when combined with special needs teaching 
efficacy, academic achievement explained 2% of the variation in student social skill 
development. 
 While the relationships among variables were significant, the amount of variation in 
social skills explained by teaching efficacy was fairly small (with R2 ranging from .001 to 
.02).  This indicated that while there was a relationship between teacher self-efficacy and 
social skill development, there are many other factors involved in student social skill 
development.  
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Limitations of the Study 
 While this study had the advantage of using a large nationally representative sample 
of included children with special needs, there were several potential weaknesses in the study. 
 This study used data gathered as part of the evaluation of IDEA.  As such, one 
weakness inherent in secondary data analysis is the potential lack of questions relating 
directly to the purposes of this study.  While there were questions purported by SEELS to 
measure teacher self-efficacy, few of these questions related directly to teacher self-efficacy 
in educating children with special needs.  Two items that most closely related to this 
construct were used in an exploratory analysis.  These items appeared to be related to items 
on a scale created by Brownell and Pajares (1999), but it is possible that they are not 
accurately and completely measuring the desired construct of teacher self-efficacy as related 
to teaching children with special needs.  More measures of teacher self-efficacy for the 
instruction of children with special needs could provide additional information about the 
possible associations between teacher self-efficacy and the outcomes of children with special 
needs in inclusive classrooms that were not available in this study. 
A second possible weakness deals with the sample attrition.  Specifically, many of the 
students in the SEELS database were not receiving grades for their performance, or it was 
simply not reported by the teachers.  Almost half of the potential sample (4000 participants) 
were lost due to the lack of information on grades.   It is possible that the teachers simply did 
not report the information, but it also is possible that there is a systematic reason for the 
absence of grades for these students.  Perhaps they did not receive grades due to the severity 
of their disability, or for any number of other reasons.  However, the reasons for the absence 
of grades for some students were not provided.  By also including reports of a qualitative 
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nature, for example “satisfactory” or “needs improvement,” in addition to the reported letter 
grades, many of the students were retained in the database that might otherwise have had no 
grade report. 
 A third possible weakness is the absence of data indicating the severity of the 
students’ disabilities.  Data were included on the type of disability, but within each type there 
could be a wide range of the severity that may impact teacher’s self-efficacy about teaching 
certain students.  Teachers may be more willing, and feel more able, to teach students 
diagnosed with a milder form of a disability than those displaying more severe symptoms 
(Diebold & VonEschenbach, 1991; Soodak & Podell, 1998).  The SEELS database did not 
provide information indicating the severity of the students’ disabilities, so severity could not 
be considered in this analysis.  
 Also of concern is the potential bias in the use of parent reports of the social skill 
development of their child with special needs.  While parents tend to be the most 
knowledgeable about the overall development of their children (SEELS, 2003), a child’s 
social behaviors at home may be different from their social behaviors in the classroom 
setting.  As such, examining social development using teacher ratings of the child’s 
classroom social behaviors may provide a more accurate account of the child’s social 
development in the context of the classroom. 
 Lastly, while SEELS purports to have a representative sample of students with special 
needs who are educated in the general classroom, there is potential for error in the collection 
of data.  Specifically, the response rate for the teacher survey was fairly low (at 59%).  While 
the parent interview had a higher response rate (at 75%), data from many of the students was 
unusable in analysis due to the amount of missing data.  Potentially, the missing data may not 
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be missing at random, so some students may be systematically excluded, threatening the 
generalizability of findings to the broader population of students with special needs in 
inclusive classrooms. 
Implications for Future Research and Practice 
 While only a small part of the variation in student social skill development was 
explained by teacher self-efficacy, future research should explore the other variables 
contributing to student social skill development.  Academic development was one mediating 
variable in the relationship between social skill development and teacher self-efficacy, but 
there are potentially many more sources of variation.  Finding these contributing factors 
would allow those in the field of education to determine new ways to improve the 
educational and social outcomes of included students with special needs. 
 In further exploration of the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student 
social skill development, the use of other measures of these variables could reveal more 
information than those utilized in this study.  Measures using classroom observations or 
interviewing teachers could provide more thorough information than a survey. 
 Future research should investigate the relationship between student academic skills 
and student social skill development.  Increasing student academic achievement and 
increasing student social skill development are both seen as positive outcomes and appear to 
be related to one another (Malecki & Elliot, 2002; Wentzel, 1993).  Due to the weak 
relationships found, findings from this study should be interpreted with caution.  However, 
previous research suggests that methods of increasing the academic achievement of student 
with special needs should be explored, with the knowledge that increases in academic 
achievement are often related with increasing social skill development. 
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One important contributing factor in student academic achievement is teacher self-
efficacy (Goddard, 2001).  Given the relationship between academic and social development, 
by increasing teacher self-efficacy, student academic achievement may rise and, by 
extension, so may the development of student social skills.  There is a cyclical relationship 
between teacher self-efficacy and student performance; when one increases the other tends to 
increase as well (Ross, et al., 2003).  Using this knowledge, potentially teacher training 
programs could help teachers feel a greater sense of self-efficacy about teaching children 
with special needs in their classrooms.  The teachers then may be more willing to instruct 
these students and use more effective inclusive strategies, which can contribute to the overall 
academic and social development of these students over time (Bender, et al., 1995; Jordan & 
Stanovich, 2004; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004).   
Conclusion 
 While teacher self-efficacy was related to the social skill development of children 
with special needs, the effect tended to depend on the academic achievement of the student 
rather than stemming directly from teacher self-efficacy.  Only a small part of student social 
skill development could be explained by this model, indicating that teacher self-efficacy is 
one of many possible factors in the overall social skill development of children with special 
needs in inclusive classrooms.  However, given that teacher self-efficacy and student 
academic achievement were related to student social skill development, there are important 
implications for the fields of education and special education. 
 The field of education, and specifically the field of special education involved in the 
inclusion of children with special needs, can benefit from these findings.  Potentially, 
increasing teacher self-efficacy through teacher preparation programs, and increasing student 
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academic achievement can encourage the development of social skills among included 
children in the classroom setting.  Thorough training, including direct experiences with 
students with special needs, mentored experiences and opportunities to learn from other 
teachers and future teachers can increase the teachers’ sense of self-efficacy when they are in 
their own classrooms.  As teachers with a greater sense of self-efficacy tend to use more 
effective instructional strategies, their students tend to achieve more academically, and in 
turn, socially (Bender, et al., 1995; Jordan & Stanovich, 2004; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 
2004).  By ensuring that future teachers are well-prepared for their careers, students have a 
better opportunity to become prepared for their futures as well as they develop the social and 
academic skills that will serve them later in their lives. 
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APPENDIX A: Demographic Characteristics of SEELS Participants 
 
Variable Percent of Sample 
Male 66.7 % Gender 
 Female 33.3 % 
7 – 9 years 25.8 % 
10 – 12 years 49.9 % 
Age 
13 – 14 years 24.4 % 
1st – 3rd grade 28.8 % 
4th – 5th grade 39.6 % 
6th grade and above 61.0 % 
Grade 
Ungraded 3.6 % 
White 74.0% 
African American 18.8 % 
Hispanic 17.1% 
Ethnicity 
Other* 5.6 % 
$25,000 and Under 32.1 % 
$25,001 to $50,000 31.3 % 
Family Income 
Over $50,000 36.6 % 
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APPENDIX B: SEELS Questions Relating to Teacher Self-Efficacy, Student Academic 
Achievement, and Student Social Skills 
 
Teacher Self Efficacy:  General Teaching Efficacy 
 
F11.  On a scale of 1 (needs improvement) to 5 (fully competent), how would you rate 
your current ability to do each of the following? 
PLEASE MARK ONE BOX ON EACH LINE 
Needs         Fully . .
improvement    competent 
1 2 3 4 5…. 
a.  Motivate students to participate in academic tasks 
b.  Use technology in instruction 
c.  Adapt instructions or materials to students’  
 individual needs 
d.  Teach reading skills 
e.  Teach language arts at this student’s grade level 
f.  Monitor students’ progress 
g.  Manage student behavior 
h.  Collaborate with other professionals 
i.  Work with parents 
j.  Consider and build on the cultural diversity  
 of students 
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Teacher Self-Efficacy:  Special Needs Teaching Efficacy 
 
F12.  Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements.  PLEASE MARK ONE BOX ON EACH LINE. 
 
Strongly     Strongly 
agree  Agree  Disagree disagree
a.  I am given the support I need to  
 teach students with  
 special needs. 
b.  I have adequate training for  
 teaching students with  
 special needs. 
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Student Academic Achievement 
 
E2.  Which of the following best describes the grades this student is receiving for his/her 
performance in language arts instruction?  PLEASE MARK ONE BOX, SELECT THE 
TYPE OF GRADES THAT MOST CLOSELY RESEMBLES THOSE YOU GIVE, OR 
MARK “00.”  * 
00 – Student does not receive grades, progress notes, or report cards. 
 
Mark ONE Mark ONE
OR 
 
Mostly As     Mostly “excellent” 
 Mostly As & Bs    Mostly “good” 
 Mostly Bs     Mostly “fair” 
 Mostly Bs & Cs    Mostly “poor” 
 Mostly Cs     Mostly “needs improvement” 
 Mostly Cs & Ds    Mostly “satisfactory” 
 Mostly Ds     Mostly “unsatisfactory” 
 Mostly Ds & Fs    Mostly “passing” 
 Mostly Fs     Mostly “failing” 
 
*Note.  So that all students are included in the final dataset for grades, the letter grades and 
qualitative categories were combined to create a four-category scale shown in Table 3.6.   
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Student Social Skills 
 
E3.  How often does this student do each of the following in this class? 
PLEASE MARK ONE BOX ON EACH LINE.  IF THE STUDENT HAS NOT HAD 
AN OPPORTUNITY TO EXHIBIT A BEHAVIOR, PLEASE ESTIMATE HOW 
OFTEN HE OR SHE WOULD DEMONSTRATE THE BEHAVIOR IF GIVEN THE 
OPPORTUNITY. 
 
Never       Sometimes     Very Often
a.  Joins groups without being told 
b.  Makes friends easily 
c.  Ends disagreements with respondent calmly 
d.  Seems confident in social situations 
e.  Avoids situations that are likely to result in trouble 
f.  Starts conversations rather than waiting for others  
 to start 
g.  Receives criticism well 
h.  Controls temper when arguing with other children 
i.  Keeps working at something until he/she is finished 
j.  Speaks in an appropriate tone at home 
k.  Cooperates with family members without being  
 asked to do so 
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APPENDIX C: Sample Attrition 
 
9180   Total number of students in Wave 2 of SEELS 
 
4807    Total left after deleting those with missing data on grades   
 (Academic Skills).  Cases cannot be used if there is no data on a  
 dependent variable.  (Sample reduced by 4373) 
 
3002   Total left after dropping those missing more than half of the  
 questions related to Social Skills.  There were 10 questions   
 initially; remaining questions were averaged to compute the  
 Social Skills Composite. (Sample reduced by 1805) 
 
2961   Final sample.  Total left after deleting those missing more than half 
 of the questions related to teacher self-efficacy questions. (Sample  
 reduced by 41). 
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